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THE ARTEMIS BRAURONIA OF PRAXITELES 



Patjsanias, in his description of the Acropolis, tells us (I, 23, 
7) : Kal 'Ajore/ittSo? lepov i<rTi lSpavpovia<;. IT/sa^tTeXou? fiev re^vT) 
TO ayaXfia, rrj dem he eaTiv airo Jipavpa)vo<; Bijfiov to ovofia • Kal to 
ap-)(alov ^oavov icrTiv iv Upavp&vi, "Apre/itt? w? Xeyoveriv r] TavpiKr]. 

The inscriptions that refer to the images of the goddess 
which stood in this sanctuary have been collected by Kohler in 
O.I.A. II, 754-758, and have been discussed by O. Jahn in 
Mem. dell. Inst. II, pp. 23 £f. ; Michaelis, in Parthenon, pp. 
310 ff. ; Studniczka, in Vermut. z. Kunstgeseh. pp. 18 ff. ; and 
Robert, ui Archdol. Marchen, pp. 144 ff. 

They are, in accordance with Studniczka's arrangement and 
text, the following : 

01. 108, 2. Nt/co\ea ' 'x^iT&va a/wpyivov irepl Tm eSei. 

01. 108, 3. M.vqffKTTpd.T'r] '3ievo<f)i\ov • Iijuoltiov XevKov irapaXovp- 
rye? ■ TOVTo TO \idiVov ?So? d/jiTre^^eTai. 

01. 108, 4. aiiire-)(ovov, 'Apre/ittSo? iepov iTnyeypairTai, wepl tw 
eSei T^ dp^ata), ®savd) ' dfnre^ovov, irepl tw eBei t£ dp^ai^, Hev- 
TeTr)pi<;. TUpaVTivov, irepl tS eBei Tm dp^altp, ®eav(o. KaTdaTU- 
KTov BiTTTepvyov, -rrepl tw eiSet tw dpyala . . . j0,Tmvi<7Ko<; KTev<oTo<i 
7repLTroiiciX,o<;, irepl tw dydXt^an rm 6p9a>. 

01. Ill, 1 /*]«%'? xpoKCOTOV SiirXovv iroiKiXTjv Tr)v 

•ir[^e^iBa e^^ovra to ayaX]fia to opdov e;\;et. 

After 01. Ill, 3, KavBvv, to ayaXfia ej^et, M.6<7'xpv dvyaTTjp 
KeacrOevovi yvvr) dveOrjKep AvcnfjLdy(r) ' KdXviJ,/J,a, KdvBvv, to ayaXfia 
e)(ei, ^tA,?; AtjfiO'xaplvov yvvrj ' IfiaTiov XevKov irepl Tm dydXfUiTi, 
pdKOf. evKVKXov XevKov dveiriypa^ov irepl tw dydX/iaTi tw ea-TTj- 
KOTi . . . Tavra l>i iKOfidxv dvedrjKe. 

American Journal of Archaeology, Second Series, Journal of the _ __ 

Archaeological Institute of America, Vol. II (1898), No. 5. 8o7 



368 JOHN PICKABB 

These inscriptions form a list of offerings made by the 
women of Athens to the virgin goddess. They are interesting 
to us for the. reason that two images of the deity are clearly 
distinguished. In the inscription for 01. 108, 4, offerings for 
the ehet, rm apxaiq) are followed by one for the aydX/jLari rm 
opdw. In the record for 01. Ill, 1, there is mention of to 
op/aXfia TO opOov, and a little later of to5 ajaXfiaTi tw icrrrjKOTi. 
From the use of ayaXfia opdov in Pausanias alone, we may 
assume that the ajaXfia opdov and the ajdXfia eoTrjKOi; refer 
to the same image, and this is the view taken by all the com- 
mentators mentioned above. 

Studniczka maintains that the tw eSei of 01. 108, 2, and the 
TO Xidivov e8o? of 01. 108, 3, refer to different images. Since 
Tc5 eSet in 01. 108, 2, is without descriptive modifier, and since 
the two images in 01. 108, 4, are easily distinguishable from 
each other in the inscriptions, he maintains that the new image 
must have been placed in the sanctuary between 01. 108, 2, and 
01. 108, 3. Furthermore, inasmuch as in the inscriptions after 
01. Ill, 1, dya\/j,a is the only word found referring to the 
images, and inasmuch as in the last five lines of the inscriptions 
copied above we find to ayaXfia, irepl tcS ayoKixaTi too ea-TrjKori, 
and again irepl t5> ayaXfiaTi, we must assume that dyaX/jkaTi, and 
dyaXfiuTi tw ia-TtjKOTi — standing perhaps in the lines of the 
stone wherein are recorded the offerings of one woman made on 
one occasion — refer to the older and younger image respective^. 

Hence Studniczka declares that the older statue is referred 
to as TO eBo<;, to eSo? to ap-)(<uov, and to ar/aXiia ; and the younger 
image is mentioned by the names to eSo? to XiOivov, to dyaXfia 
to opdov, and to dyaXfia to iaTijieoi. 

Robert argues against this arrangement. He afiirms, first, 
that in the last lines of the inscription dyaXfia and dyaXfia 
eaT7jK6<;, if they are assumed to refer to different images, fur- 
nish an example of very inexact terminology. In such a case 
we should expect t<5 dp-)((uov to be added to the simple dyaXfia 
in an official inscription for the sake of clearness. Then he 
urges that to eSo? is the real consecrated cultus image, while 
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ajaXfia may refer to any image of a god ; that is to say, any 
eSo<; is an dyaXfui, but not every dyaXfia is a eiSo?. Then he 
seeks, by altering the division of the inscriptions into sentences, 
to show that to djaXfia and to ayaXfia to eo-ri^Ko? in the last lines 
of the inscriptions refer to offerings by different women, made on 
different occasions, with perhaps a considerable interval of time 
between them, and infers, accordingly, that these two expressions 
refer to the same image, i.e. to the later standing image. He 
would also have us believe that Tm eBet of 01. 108, 2, and t6 
XiOivov eSo<; of 01. 108, 3, must both refer to the ancient image ; 
that is, the older image is meant when either to eSo?, to eSo<; to 
ap)(alov, or to eSo? to Xidivov is used, — the later statue only being 
known as to dyaX/Mu, to dyaXfia to opOov, and to dyaXfia to ecrTi)- 
«ds. This seems at first glance a beautifully clear use of words. 
But it seems to me that Professor Robert here makes three 
unwarranted assumptions : first, that the later statue was not 
a cultus image, and so could not logically be called eSo? ; sec- 
ondly, that the ancient image could not be called an ayaXfjLa, 
and therefore is not mentioned in the inscriptions after 01. 108, 
4 ; and therefore, again, the Athenian women, after that date, 
brought all their gifts, not to the cultus image of the goddess, 
but to an ayaXfia, itself a mere offering; thirdly, that eSo? 
and dyaXfia, at the time of these inscriptions, each held its 
original root meaning, and that therefore the stone-cutter, or 
his " copy," could use them as synonymous. 

Pausanias, in the passage cited at the beginning of this 
paper, informs us that the dyaXfia, i.e. the later image, was the 
work of Praxiteles. He not only uses this word elsewhere, 
however, of statues dedicated to the gods, but it is also his con- 
stant term for the cultus image of a temple : cf . I, 24, 5 (the 
Parthenos); 26, 7 (the Polias); II, 2, 7 ; 3, 5, etc., etc. When 
in fact he does use eSi?, in VIII, 46, 2, it is apparently because 
he has just used, in the same sentence, avaOrffuiTa in the sense 
of votive offerings. So Pausanias's general usage makes clear 
that he may be, and probably is, referring to the cultus image 
in his mention of this ayaXfia made by Praxiteles. Again, 
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Pausanias's constant use of aja\/j,a, when referring to ancient 
as well as to later images, proves that in his time it was not 
customary to use eSo9 of cultus images, but that dyaX/ia was 
so used. 

In Timaeus, p. 93, we find eiSo?' to ar/aXna koI 6 totto? ev w 
iSpvTat. In Suidas, v. eSo?, this definition is repeated. Isoc- 
rates, Or. 15, 2, OetStW rov rb 'Adr)va<i ISos ipyaa-dfievov, refers to 
the Athena Parthenos as a I809. Plutarch, Pericles, 13, writes 
o Be <I>6iSia? elpyd^ero /jsv tj)? 6eov to xpvffoOi' eSo?, mentioning 
the same statue. Xenophon, Sell. I, 4, 12 (^irXwTijpia ■^yev rj 
•k6Xi<s, rov eSov? KaraKeKaXv/i/Mevov r^? 'A^ijms), is writing of 
the xoanon of Athena in the Erechtheum as a eSo?. But we 
also have ayaXfia used of the image of a god, sometimes of a 
temple cultus image, sometimes of any image of a deity, in 
Pindar, JV. 5, 1; Aeschylus, Sept. 258, Uumen. 55; Herod. I, 
131 and II, 42, 46 ; Sophocles, Oed. Bex, 1379 ; Plato, Phaedr. 
251 A; Lycurg. 1 and 143 {ehrf). 

To quote from inscriptions, however, which are more to our 
purpose, in C.I.A. II, 66O53, eSo? is used of the gold and ivory 
Parthenos. But in C.I.A. Ill, 70 A {Add. p. 484), ISos seems 
to refer to a new image of the goddess. In O.I.A. II, 65241, 
dydXfiaTo<; refers, like eSo? of O.I.A. II, 66O53, to the Athena 
Parthenos. This list, which shows the use of dyaX/xa and eSo? 
as synonyms, could easily be extended. But enough, I think, 
has been said to warrant the statement that, though eSos may 
in the beginning have been used of specially consecrated im- 
ages, and may, indeed, have npver lost this force, and though 
dyaX/j-a may originally have meant any gift pleasing to the 
gods, still the evidence shows that, from the time of Aeschylus 
to that of Pausanias, these two words were used as synonyms. 
In fact, dyaXfia came to be the customary designation even for 
a sacred cultus image. 

In the inscriptions cited above, we may, therefore, readily 
accept the view that eSo? and dyaXfia were used interchangeably 
with reference to the two images of Artemis Brauronia. And 
Robert's claim, that this could not have been the usage because 
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he knows of no case where two images of a deity in one temple 
are both called eSi?, cannot stand against this testimony. We 
are, therefore, apparently warranted in believing that to \iOtvov 
eSos of Ol. 108, 3, has the adjective added to distinguish this 
later image from the older t«3 eSet of 01. 108, 2 ; and that 
Tw ayoKfiari and rw dyaXfiaTi, tcS ea-rrjKOTt, towards the end of 
our citations, also refer to two images, and that, after 01. Ill, 
3, dyaXfia, unmodified, refers to the ancient image. We learij, 
too, that the later was a standing stone image, and we infer 
that the earlier was a seated and, probably, a wooden image. 

But Robert (pp. 166 f.), after stating, in accordance with his 
interpretation of the inscriptions, that the younger was most 
probably a standing gold and ivory statue, seeks to ascribe this to 
" the elder Praxiteles," the contemporary of Pheidias, to whom 
he believes Pausanias, in I, 23, 7, refers. And he undertakes to 
prove that the figure of Artemis on a fragment of a vase found 
on the Acropolis, published by Kekule in Ath. Mitt. (V, p. 256, 
and Taf. 10), is a copy of this particular gold and ivory statue. 
This vase was gilded inside and out, and plainly was made to 
imitate a massive gold plate ornamented with reliefs. The 
nude portions of the figure of the goddess and some other 
details of the vase were colored white, and probably certain 
other details were added in color. So the appearance of the 
goddess must have been quite similar to that of a gold and 
ivory statue. Even the reproduction on Kekule's plate shows 
us that the picture of the goddess in its delicate archaic 
refinement is quite similar in character to representations of 
the goddess on red-figured vases of the " severe " style. The 
inscription on the vase dates its manufacture at about 480 B.C. 

To find a parallel in sculpture for this goddess, with her long 
straight nose with dilated nostrils, full projecting lips, strong 
pointed chin, lean muscular neck and arms, long fingers, deli- 
cate rendering of the inner garment as seen at the right elbow, 
we must turn to such figures as the so-called " Wagenbestei- 
gende Frau " (Brunn-Bruckmann, 21), the relief of Athena 
approached by worshippers (ibid. 17), the familiar relief show- 
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ing the archaic head of a discus-thrower from the Acropolis 
— all works of the pre-Persian period, and by no means be- 
longing to the end of that period. Of course, no one would 
maintain that the vase-painter would copy the style of a statue 
with close fidelity ; but if, as Robert maintains, not only was 
this vase dedicated to Artemis Brauronia, but the Artemis upon 
it is a copy of a cultus image made by " the elder Praxiteles," 
we should certainly expect some distant glimmer of his style to 
appear on the vase. That an image like this on the vase frag- 
ment could hardly have been made by an artist who was con- 
temporary with Critius, Myron, Calamis, and Pheidias is, in view 
of what we know of some of the works of these masters, very 
improbable, not to say impossible. Therefore we must come 
to the conclusion reached by Kekule, — that the vase was a 
gilded clay imitation of a massive gold plate, — and may assume 
that this very imitation probably suggested to the vase-painter 
the treatment of his figure in the manner of a gold and ivory 
statue. Inscriptions and vase-painting alike point away from 
"the elder Praxiteles" as the artist of the younger image of 
Artemis Brauronia. The tw eSet of the inscription of 01. 108, 2, 
and the to XLdivov eSo? of 01. 108, 3, as demonstrated above, 
tend to show that the younger statue was dedicated between 
these two dates, i.e. about 346 B.C. If our reasoning is correct, 
this image was made by the famous Praxiteles, and was a marble 
image. 

John Pickard. 



